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Indeed, formal and informal assessment procedures are part and parcel of the scholarly undertaking, with the explicit and implicit ranking of individual scholars figuring high on the list of their measurable and comparable components. Such ranking is inevitable given the mutual dependence of scholars on one another in their efforts to achieve new knowledge and understanding through research, 2 a state of affairs that requires recognition of the credibility and overall value of one's work by researchers in the same field.
3 Thus, the success of scientists depends essentially on their peers' assessment of their scholarly achievements and on the reputation thus acquired. 4 In consequence, the quest for maximal prestige becomes a defining feature of the scholarly endeavour at both the individual and the institutional level; indeed, the quest for prestige is a principal driver of the scholarly endeavour. 5 Scholarly prestige, often operationalized in bibliometric studies as expert appreciation based peer esteem has much in common with scholarly reputation. So much so, as Becher contends, that 'the main currency for the academic is not power, as it is for the politician, or wealth, as it is for the businessman, but reputation.' If reputation is key for a researcher, it would seem to be especially so for early career researchers (ECRs) striving to make their way in a precarious, competitive, and traditional workplace. Moreover, as today's ECRs work in a rapidly expanding digital environment, in which novel social-media-based ways of achieving, showcasing, and monitoring scholarly reputation abound, there are new channels for building a reputation, but are ECRs able or inclined to take advantage of them? We set out to collect qualitative evidence from seven countries to provide answers to the following important questions:
Are ECRs being assessed/appraised, and if so, how and how fairly? To what extent are the evaluations they are subject to affected by the increasing availability of innovative/emerging scholarly platforms, tools, and metrics? How do they build, showcase, and monitor their reputation in an era of novel developments in scholarly communications such as social networks and altmetrics? How do these practices differ across countries? scope There are various definitions of ECRs, and they vary from country to country. 7 We settled on the following definition as holding true for all our case-study countries:
ECRs are generally not older than thirty-five and have either received their doctorate and are currently in a research position or have been in research positions and are currently pursuing a doctorate. In neither case are they researchers in established or tenured positions. In the case of academics, they are non-faculty research employees of the university.
It is important to note that the early career phase is crucial in researchers' careers, enabling as it does their passage from the status of apprentice to that of colleague in the scientific community, along with the corresponding transition from dependent to independent research. 8 Indeed, it is the phase in which they are expected to make a name for themselves through groundbreaking, innovative research while developing the skills and experiences necessary to produce further contributions to the extant body of knowledge in their field.
9 However, as a 2015 Nature report succinctly sums up, with the number of post-docs in science having ballooned, while the number of tenured and other fulltime faculty positions having plateaued if not declined, their position is very precarious indeed: 'they are often poorly rewarded and have no way to progress in academia.' In consequence, as the report goes on to say, many post-docs move on to fulfilling careers elsewhere, but those who want to continue in research can find themselves trapped as 'permadocs' -doing multiple post-doc terms, staying in these positions for many years, and, in a small but significant proportion, never leaving them. For example, 'of the more than 40,000 US postdocs in 2013, almost 4000 had been so for more than six years.' 10 The data featured in this article come from the first year of a projected three-year-long study of an international sample of 116 ECRs who were questioned about appraisal and reputation as part of a broader study on scholarly communications. The ECRs are from the sciences and social sciences, fields in which there are many ECRs. 11 The study has a wide geographical reach for researching issues in the scientific, technical, and medical (STM) fields globally. Balancing the need for representativeness (in terms of countries' size, importance, level of development, and language) with funder interests and the availability of interviewers on the ground, ECRs from China, France, Malaysia, Poland, Spain, the UK, and the US were recruited.
literature review Nobody appears to have investigated the reputational aspects of the crucial initial stage in a researcher's career, the early years when researchers are attempting to establish themselves in their field. The studies of young researchers tend to focus on their challenging circumstances.
12 Some studies have investigated ECRs, as part of a broader study, to see how different/similar their scholarly communication practices and attitudes are to those of their seniors.
13
What these studies have repeatedly found is that ECRs are conservative in their attitudes and behaviours, tending to toe the line and forgoing the possibility of acting on innovative thoughts.
14 This is hardly surprising, given that the academic reward system at research institutions ties employment, tenure, and promotion almost exclusively to the volume of papers published in high-ranking journals and the number of citations obtained.
15 Indeed, with the prevalent view among faculty being that non-traditional research products (e.g., social media interactions) deserve less recognition, 16 it is plainly prudent for ECRs to abide by traditional values and practices. Their reliance on their mentors also militates against straying from well-trodden reputational paths.
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Well aware of the strong focus on traditional research achievements in academic reward systems, conveyed to them as part of their socialization into the world of scholarship, 18 ECRs realize the importance of concentrating on the research-related rather than the reproductive aspects of their scholarly work, such as teaching, supervising, and mentoring students.
19 Their adherence to the 'tried and true' in their undertakings is perhaps best exemplified by their uptake of social-media-based platforms and metrics. As the young are commonly held to be 'tech savvy' and preoccupied with social media, ECRs might be expected to be enthusiastic proponents of open, participatory, and social ways of working. However, despite ample evidence to the effect that open research is associated with increases in citations, media attention, potential collaborators, and job and funding opportunities, 20 young academics appear to be no keener to employ innovative methods than their seniors; rather, the contrary sometimes prevails.
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Still, change may be in the air, driven in part by novel means of conducting, publishing, and evaluating research that are associated with Science 2.0. 22 With its collaboration-centred, Web-based socio-technical systems and open, increasingly democratised practices of scholarship, 23 Science 2.0 calls for and enables a much wider-ranging view of scholarly accomplishment. Indeed, with scholars increasingly visible on the Web, 24 and using social media at all points of the research life cycle, 25 innovative methods of scholarly work and assessment show potential for becoming a complement to traditional ones.
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Developments in this direction may appeal to ECRs, who, as the previous findings of this project have indicated, 27 are more adventurousnot so much in their practices, hindered as they are by career-related considerations, but in their attitudes and ideas. Thus, for example, while on the whole ECRs' scholarly practices still flounder on the rocks of a scholarly reputational model built on publishing in journals with high impact factors, they nevertheless appreciate the opportunities that social media provide and they intend to make (more) use of them. The same gap between desire and practice seems evident where open access publishing is concerned, with a higher proportion of the ECRs participating in the study being well disposed toward open access journals than having actually published in them. Perhaps most illustratively, though, ECRs may remain conservative in their practices, but they do voice transformational ideas, such as a desire to communicate more with the public and policy makers and to dwell more on the research itself than where it is published. methods A convenience sample 28 of 116 ECRs was assembled from publishers' lists, learned societies, and university researcher networks. In reaching this number, interviewers for the case-study countries were given a recruitment quota of twenty to twenty-nine for the UK and US (the larger number reflecting the importance of these countries to our funders) and ten to nineteen for the other countries. Within this number, the aim was to recruit a sample that would be around two-thirds sciences and one-third social sciences (reflecting the larger numbers of ECRs in science and its strategic importance to publishers), be reasonably balanced in terms of gender, include researchers from a mixture of universities and some research groups outside universities, and feature ECRs in their twenties and thirties. The large majority were post-docs working for universities. Table 1 shows the make-up of the sample.
To explore topics in depth, structured interviews were conducted either face-to-face or remotely (via Skype or telephone). The structure and the scope of the interview questions were informed by two focus groups held in London prior to interviewing, one with publishers and the other with ECRs. The interview schedule, which was sent to interviewees ahead of time, contained sixty questions and lasted between one and two hours. This paper reports on the answers given to questions relating to assessment and reputation only. The interviews were conducted by domestic interviewers in their own languages, except in the case of Malaysia (where English was used due to ECRs' proficiency in it). The proceedings of the interviews were written down, rather than taped, as it was felt this would result in better cooperation. A transcript of the interview was sent to the interviewee for validation and further data collecting. The record was translated into English for all nonEnglish-speaking countries and then manually coded using a heuristic approach and a standardised thematic framework. 29 The coding was checked for consistency by a third party. In addition to the questions, reputational data were obtained from the CVs of each ECR, and a desk study was conducted of the presence of the ECRs on ResearchGate (RG). Contextual data on country-specific conditions were provided by the interviewers, who are senior researchers and are cognizant of local conditions and regulations. results and discussion
Assessment
ECRs were questioned as to whether they are assessed, what criteria are employed for the purpose, how clear the criteria are, and whether they have any suggestions for reform. Table 2 shows that three-quarters of ECRs are formally assessed, although there are big country variations, with no French ECRs reporting assessment but all Spanish, Polish, and Chinese ECRs being subject to assessment. Three-fifths of the ECRs who are assessed believe that the criteria are clear, although in Spain the percentage is much higher (94 per cent). The criteria most commonly mentioned are publications and grants. The range of criteria is narrowest in Spain, where only publications really count, and broadest in Poland, where all scholarly activities do, although publications top the list.
While nearly all Spanish ECRs thought the criteria are clear, a sizeable number (seven) only thought this because they are quantitative, but otherwise they were unhappy with them for several reasons: a) disciplines are treated unequally despite the fact that in some fields it takes longer to obtain research data and get published; b) knowledge transfer, conferences, and teaching should also be counted; and c) criteria are much more demanding now than a decade ago, assessment having been easier for their tenured colleagues. Suggestions they gave for improvements included expanding the range of journals acceptable for assessment purposes (e.g., open access journals), clearly establishing and respecting the tasks that post-docs do, giving ECRs more independence, and legitimising academic social media. The Polish assessment system stands out, not just because it is wideranging, but also because it is very prescriptive. The three scholarly activities covered are research (including helping staff to research), teaching, and organizational activities and popularizing science, with each category comprising dozens of sub-activities scored according to their perceived importance. Reforms suggested by the Polish ECRs focused on higher salaries and more stipends, which is not surprising given that work in Polish universities is relatively poorly paid.
Chinese assessment criteria are also wide-ranging and notably include overseas study experience. The main complaints from the Chinese ECRs concerned overly demanding requirements and the need to publish in journals with high impact factors, which, it was thought, did not necessarily equate with the production of quality research. ECRs' main suggestions for reform were that requirements should be lower, inequalities among fields should be addressed, Chinese journals should not be looked down on, and evaluation should not be based only on shortterm performance.
US assessments are wide-ranging and complex, covering more than publications and grants. One ECR described how broad the criteria can be: 'they usually include service (committee work, etc.), teaching, and most importantly research. Research is judged on publications, national and international recognition (e.g., invitations to conferences), and general reputation, perhaps based on letters from people in the field.' This variety is partly explained by the make-up of the US sample, which includes ECRs who are not part of the academic 'rat race' to the same extent as their colleagues. Thus, the focus of their publications is their technical expertise, and they are used to publishing in lower-grade, practical journals. A large number (seventeen) of US ECRs suggested reforms, which included having their names on grants so that they can get credit; more frequent evaluations; less pressure to publish quickly, as good research takes several years to come to fruition; and more emphasis on the practical impact of research, for example, on patient care.
The UK ECRs complained the most about the lack of clear judgement criteria, albeit giving the impression that in any case they are not very familiar with the assessment criteria and policies used. Aside from that, it is otherwise common for UK ECRs to be evaluated on research outcomes -that is, publishing papers and winning grants. Productivity, impact, outreach, and presence/reputation also contribute to the evaluation. Not surprisingly, the reforms suggested by over half (eleven) of the UK ECRs were legion: more training is needed; evaluation should not just be in the hands of a principal investigator; funders should be more involved in the assessment; too much stress is placed on publications, especially on publishing in important journals; more outputs should be counted, including teaching and working with the community ('new metrics are needed,' said one ECR); open-ended or longer contracts should afford more security; and more formal procedures are needed.
Malaysian ECRs are judged on their publishing record, their securing of research grants, and their supervision of research students. Unlike their Spanish colleagues, there are discipline-specific publishing targets for them, which are based on the number of publications in journals indexed in the Web of Science: specifically, a minimum of three per year for sciences, with two articles per year in Scopus-indexed category A journals or at least in category B journals for non-sciences. Their biggest complaint was that the minimal requirements are often raised. Their suggestions for reform concerned the following: having lower key performance indicators (KPIs); setting KPIs that focus only on scientific productivity and not on impact; not including the amount of research grant money obtained as a KPI; and giving more consideration to nonjournal publications (e.g., conference papers).
Finally, France is very much the outlier, and the big difference there is that research teams are assessed, not the researchers individually. ECRs are assessed only when applying for a job or as part of a promotion procedure. Indeed, as a result of the Sauvadet Law -which limits the duration of employment by short-term contracts and obliges an institution to provide tenure (or not) after a certain period of time -ECRs have no official status until they are tenured. 30 This explains why ECRs are not evaluated and not subject to a common set of assessment criteria. One French ECR tried to offer a positive outlook on the situation: 'As evaluation is reserved for tenured researchers, we are saved this. So, there are some advantages to being an ECR.' As a consequence of the situation they find themselves in, French ECRs were too discouraged ('more jobs, less competition, even I know that it is impossible,' said one) to see or to propose reforms.
Scholarly Social Networks
ECRs were asked whether scholarly social networks (SSNs) help them build and showcase their reputation and, if so, how. This was seen to be a question about ECRs using the platforms now available for reputational purposes, as best exemplified by RG and Academia, which are fast gaining popularity. 31 In addition, we checked ECRs' presence on RG to crosscheck and supplement their responses. Such platforms would seem to have a lot to offer to ECRs because ECRs are at a disadvantage on the traditional platforms, such as Google Scholar and Scopus, for which considerable time is required to build reputations, based as they are on citations and numbers of publications. Open community-based platforms may be more attractive to young researchers, 32 which our interviews confirmed. Just over half of the ECRs agreed that these platforms assist in reputation building (Table 3) . It should be noted, however, that it is still early days for these networks, and a good number of ECRs expressed uncertainty ('too soon to tell') or were simply confused ('Where do the citations come from?') about the benefits of SSNs, and nowhere was this more so than in the US and France.
Malaysian ECRs were the most convinced of the reputation-building capabilities of SSNs, with two-thirds having this view. In Spain, too, ECRs tended to hold a positive view of SSNs, with three-fifths of them saying that online scholarly networks do help build reputation and half of them believing that SSNs help increase their (digital) visibility. The same holds true for Polish ECRs, although most were novices when it comes to SSNs, with the majority believing in the reputational benefits of SSNs. As one said, 'Even just logging in to social platforms such as ResearchGate enhances our position in the science world. When we start to put there our achievements, i.e., articles or reports, there is always a chance that we will be cited. There is also a possibility to build something like a scientific CV, which may be seen by potential employers.' UK ECRs were also mainly positive about the reputational benefits of SSNs, with improved visibility and the ability to showcase work seen as their greatest benefits. Non-believers, however, pointed to a lack of evidence of the benefit of online communities. Things are somewhat different, however, where the US and French ECRs are concerned. Only 39 per cent of US ECRs and 29 per cent of French ECRs saw the reputational benefits of SSNs, with one of the former arguing that other ways of reputation building are better (an RG presence 'must have some impact, but word of mouth is better') and one of the latter wholly denying their value, proclaiming that reputation is gained solely from publications, peers, and research projects. Indeed, even those among the French ECRs who thought otherwise ('When you see more and more people going there, you just have to do it'), none could provide any evidence of how SSNs help to build reputation. Still, some of the US ECRs who answered negatively thought they might say yes in the future. Even French ECRs recognized that online communities provide digital visibility, and this was a reputational asset.
In the desk study we conducted on the presence of ECRs on RG, 33 we found big discrepancies between ECRs' attitudes toward and their membership in online communities. Although only 51 per cent of ECRs thought SSNs are reputationally beneficial, a much higher proportion (72 per cent) have a presence, for instance, on RG (Table 3) . This is partly explained by the fact that a much smaller proportion (56 per cent) are active members on RG (that is, actually interact with the system). In some cases, RG has automatically placed them in the system, without their knowledge, because they were an author on a paper whose coauthors are RG members. However, even if we take only active members as our benchmark, ECRs' presence and activity on RG is still wholly unexpected in light of their ambivalent attitudes toward SSNs as researchbuilding resources. This is especially so in France, where only 29 per cent of ECRs saw the reputational benefits of SSNs yet 79 per cent are present and 71 per cent are active on RG. An explanation may lie in the fact that they use RG for purposes that they perceive (at times mistakenly) not to have anything to do with reputation; they use RG mainly for accessing papers, obtaining (international) visibility, and connecting with colleagues -the last two of which are, of course, closely connected to reputation. Traditional places for showcasing oneself are used instead, as one French ECR explained: 'During conferences, I always hold a CV and display it as often as possible when I meet key researchers. ' RG is least popular in China, where six ECRs (46 per cent) have accounts but none of them active. Two said they ended up with a presence only because they confirmed publications through emails that RG sent them. Four said they were invited by friends and colleagues, but they do not use RG. There are, though, signs of changes in the pipeline, with some of the ECRs interviewed recognizing that online communities provide digital visibility and some even talking about RG scores. 34 Indeed, their saying that they should and might make more use in the future of the reputational opportunities that SSNs afford can be taken to herald forthcoming change.
Metrics
Today's scholars have at their disposal a host of social-media-based metrics, broadly referred to as altmetrics, which can be used interchangeably or complementarily with long-established, mainly citation-based measures of scholarly worth. We set out to learn whether ECRs are availing themselves of the plethora of metrics and how important ECRs feel they are for their reputation. Also, altmetrics (a term alien to most of the ECRs) would seem to have some special reputational merit for young researchers in that altmetrics can measure a broader range of research activities and provide measurements more easily and quickly. However, most ECRs understood the question to be about citation metrics, which counted as important for close to three-fourths of the ECRs (Table 4) . Polish (100 per cent), Malaysian (92 per cent), Spanish (89 per cent), and Chinese (85 per cent) ECRs were the ones most convinced that metrics are important to their reputation, and UK ECRs were the least convinced (43 per cent).
All the Polish ECRs thought that the most important metric is citations, although two hedged their answers by saying citations and social media metrics. The Poles are rather preoccupied with scores, for which they even have a word, punktoza (chasing points), because these scores are important to their assessment and serve as a passport to international collaboration. Not everyone is happy with this state of affairs, though: 'Young researchers are assessed according to their publications and scores. Quantity is more important than quality. Only scores/metrics are important, because they are connected to financial support. And where is the importance of our research for the whole society?' Malaysian ECRs were very conscious of how productive they are and attested to keeping close track of their citation impact, in particular their H-index. 35 Six mentioned that their university makes their metric data openly available on their Web CV. Indeed, they set targets for themselves: to achieve a certain number of citations by a particular time, for instance, or to have a 'highly-cited paper in WoS [Web of Science].' They were well aware, too, that their citation record will be taken into consideration in tenure and promotion decisions. However, very few mentioned the reputational value of usage and altmetric data. The same holds true for the Chinese ECRs, the majority of whom thought citation metrics are important for reputation (the bigger the score, the better, most believe) and are becoming ever more so: 'We used to emphasize the quantity of papers and the IF [impact factor] of the journal, but now a lot of universities have raised the level of the assessment system. For example, they will check whether the paper has been highly cited on ESI.' 36 Another ECR believed that the picture is more nuanced and that there are 'horses for courses': that is, academe stresses citations, while social-media-based metrics are more important in business. Indeed, as to social media metrics, one Chinese ECR summed it up for them all: 'I don't care about them.' There is, though, some unhappiness with the prevailing system: 'Having a relatively low citation for a paper does not mean that it is a poor one. ' The vast majority of Spanish ECRs also said that metrics are important for their reputation. Still, much like ECRs in other countries, they did not view altmetrics in the same light as citations; for example, they did not regard their RG score highly enough to put it on their CVs. Nevertheless, nearly a quarter of them believed that altmetrics, while not a measure of prestige, do afford them visibility (something that all ECRs seem to aspire to), as well as information about how their colleagues/ competitors are doing.
US ECRs were somewhat more sceptical about the importance of metrics (again, meaning citations) for reputation. True, nearly two-thirds supported the notion, to the extent that one even felt 'it's a must.' Nevertheless, a few said that citations should not be important because the quality of the work should speak for itself. The French ECRs had an even lower estimation of metrics, with a little more than half saying that all metrics, including citations, are unimportant for reputation. Wary of entering the competition game, they seemed not to believe in scores; indeed, none were familiar with usage metrics or altmetrics. One ECR linked this negative attitude to tenure committees' disregard for metrics, but mainly there are just too many other reputation-affording factors to worry much about metrics: 'you need to have kaleidoscopic vision: the name of your mentor counts, a good publications list is important, the research topic comes into it, the size of your community, and publishing in high-impact-factor journals.' Finally, UK ECRs were the least convinced of the importance of metrics, with less than half regarding them highly. They tended to believe that the number of papers published is what really counts, not metrics. Some UK ECRs said they look at their scores but do not believe the scores enhance their reputation. Others were confused; for example, one ECR said that metrics have no reputational importance but then qualified this answer: 'unless the number of citations is high.' conclusions Proceeding from the notion that assessment procedures are likely to condition the reputation-building behaviour of ECRs, we set out to establish if and, if so, how ECRs are being assessed. Overall, three-quarters of the ECRs are assessed, and three-fifths say the criteria for assessment are clear, if not necessarily fair. There are big differences across countries, though, so it is difficult to generalize.
Criteria are sometimes quite broad in scope, although, very much in line with previous evidence, publishing in journals with high impact factors and winning grants are still rated most highly. This is hardly surprising, of course, with recruitment, career advancement, and further work opportunities widely seen as contingent on these particular research achievements. Still, international collaborations and, more surprisingly, teaching and supervision are also taken into consideration in the assessment process in some countries, which may be a step toward realizing the potential of Science 2.0 and answering calls for a broader definition of scholarship.
Thus, the evaluative procedures and assessment systems that ECRs describe are traditional, very much centred on publications and grants, although with standards being more demanding than ever. Indeed, there is little importance accorded to additional scholarly achievements. This is certainly not to the liking of all the ECRs, who would also like for the quality of their research and its 'impactfullness' (so dubbed by Cronin 'for want of a better word'
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) -referring to the effects attributable to a scholar's thinking and work over time -to be taken into consideration. By the same token, some would like to see the range expanded of those journals considered acceptable for assessment purposes (for example, to include open access journals).
As to ECRs' efforts to build, showcase, and monitor their reputation, these are still very much associated with research achievements. Nevertheless, as the findings of this project have already reported, 38 ECRs are warming to the potential of today's innovative digital means of conducting and publicizing research. SSNs, and RG in particular, are gaining ground among ECRs. When asked whether social networks help them build and enhance their reputation and, if so, how, half of the ECRs replied yes, with an increase in visibility and citations, and therefore a maximization of research impact, thought to be the main benefits. A large majority of ECRs, no doubt thinking about the importance of journal impact factors in assessment, say metrics are important for reputation. That is not to say that they like metrics, because a good number feel that scientific advancement and not publications should be the goal. The French particularly dislike metrics but, despite this, believe they will not go away and may even be more influential in the future. Altmetrics, despite the publicity associated with them, do not rate reputationally among our ECRs.
ECRs find it difficult to envisage what should replace the current reputational and assessment systems (their precarious position tends to preclude such thoughts), but those who could suggested some reforms: the provision of a level playing field for all subject areas and research group sizes; less focus on publishing in journals; lowering of assessment criteria; counting of more outputs, including teaching and working with the community; and the provision of greater job security (open-ended or longer contracts), which would enable young scholars to be more daring and innovative in their research and publishing practices. However, very few researchers believe that the system will change in the next five years. Indeed, there are a number who believe that the increased importance of metrics means the existing system will become even more regimented. Until hiring, tenure, and promotion requirements in academe are changed and expanded to include novel ways of disseminating and measuring scholarly achievement, ECRs are understandably wary of using open and participatory ways of working and reputation building in their scholarly endeavours.
Limitations
This study is based on a convenience sample of 116 ECRs and is not necessarily representative of all ECRs. ECR characteristics like subject area, age, and educational attainment (whether post-doc or PhD candidate) are relevant to the interpretation of results and will be considered as our project progresses. 
